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Teaching Styles: An Exploratory Study of Dimensions and Effects

Lecnard L. Baird
Educaticnal Testing Service

Abstract

An exploratory mndel of teaching behavior as a role contract is proposed.

The model consists of three subject strategies--the didactic, generalist, and
researcher strategies, and thé dimensions of student response, ambiguity, and
warmth. Indices designed to measure the dimensions in the model were developed
and related to various criteriarin a large sample of two-year cdlleges and
students. These criteria included faculty ratings, students' sense of progress,
satisfaction, and college achievements. The iﬁdices were related to these
criteria in plausible ways, the generalist, researcher, and warmth indices

typically having positive relations, and ambiguity having negative relations.
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Teaching Styles: An Exploratory Study of I'imensions and Effects

Leonard L. Bzird

Educational Testing Service

The characteristic ways in which instructors teach their classes can
have important consequences for their students' learning, satisfaction and
development. For example, an instructor in psychology could emphasize
technicsl knowledge of his science, be concerned with the effects of psy-
chology in the personal development of his students, or attempt to make
his students think like researchers. The way in which he teaches his course
helps determine what his studants get out of it; his teaching style reflects
his values and the goals he hopes his students will attain. This paper reports
a study designed to assess tea;hing styles.

There have been many attempts to describe the teaching styles of in-
structors by such varied methods as systematic observation (see the review
by Medley & Mitzel, 1963), rating methods (Remmers, 1963), and measures of §
" social interaction (Withal & Lewis, 1963). (Ryans, 1967, has also reviewed

some of the assumptions and results of studies of teacher behavior.) Recently

there have been a number of attempts to describe the classroom environment by
questionnaires asking students about classroom procedures and qualities (Astin,

1965; Pace & Baird, 1966). This latter approach seems to offer the advantage

that the student describes what has occurred to him as he perceives it and

ikt poean St e

indicates whetber it was a characteristic part of his classroom experience.
The .assumption behind this approach is that the perceptions of students, the é
péfscns'most affected by'teéching styles, are useful descriptions of what goes §
on in the classroom. Tt is teacher behavior as it is received. Of course,

we cammot- ask students about everything they may have experienced. Classroom

experiences vary greatly, aéd'whét'ié'impéftént'ta one student may not be
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so to ancother. We must attempt to isolate the features of classroom teaching
that are important for the majority of students.

An Exploratory Model of Teaching Styles

We therefore attempted to find the major dimensions of styles of classroom
teaching which had been identified in previous research. While there appeared
to be a bewildering diversity among these studies, there was actually some
degree of consensus. From this review and from an intuitive analysis of
teacher behaviors that are visible in typical school classes, a model of
teacher-student interaction was developeii - This model consists of several
dimensions, based on the genaral,appraach or "style" of the instructor, as
perceived by the student.

It is helpful if we conceilve of théﬁstﬁdentateachar_relationship as an
interpersonal system based on a role-contract between teacher and student.
(Relevant role-theory has been extensively reviewed by Biddle and Thomas, 1966,
and Biddle and Ellena, 195h.) The role-contract concept means that both
instructors and students enter classrqomé with certain expsctations about the

goals,.procedures and rewards emphasized by bo'h parties. The classroom situation

. can then be seen as the result of accommodation on both sides.

The first dimension of the model of the classroom situation is based on

_ the behaviors the instructor thinks are important and which he attempts to

reward. These are a reflection of his own values, il.e., his interest in facts,
people, or ideas. These interests determine his cholce of a didactic, generalist,
or researcher subject strategy. The didactic strategy emphasizes détailed
knowledggrof facts and comprehensive scvérgge of the field.  The generalist
strategy emphasizes the application and impact of the ideas and facts of the
field in the 1iv§s;df students. The teacher scoring high on this strategy
values general knowledge and insight inio current problems. The researcher
strategy‘emphasizes the interpretation apﬂ analysis of inf@fﬁa@ien;_and the
current topics and disputes in thgjf%éld. a |

B
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The next two dimensions of the model deal with aspects of the procedures
of the classroom role. The first is the relevancy of student response to
classrcom activity, as reflected in the amount of time spent in direct
teacher-student contact. It is concerned with the importance of student
response to the goals of instruction--whether in questions directed to
students, daily drills, quizzes, verbal reports, or class projects, Thus,

'Lt is concerned with the degree of teacher~student contact and not the warmth
or emotional tone of the contact.

The next dimension is concerned with the clarity ot the details of the
role contract. What is expected, how much, and what are the payoffs? Thus
this dimension 1s concerned with relative clarity or ambiguity of teachers!
expectations, demands, or bases for evaluations (Baird, 1969). These are
reflected in his élarity in making assignments, preparing students for tests,
and awarding grades.

The final sector of the role contract deals with the reward system used

by the instructor. We can arbitrarily classify rewards into utilitarian and
affective rewards (Janis, 1959). The utilitarian rewvards, in this case, are ;
the grades given in the course. Of course we have included grades among our §
measures, and, by controlling for scademic ability, hope to assess this | ;
dimensicn maré preciseiy; The other dimension concerns the affeciive rewards §
given Ly instructors to their studénts. This dimension is concerned with the _ %'
" gerieral degrea'of friendliness and @armth shown by teachers to students. g
] In sum, this paper explores the utility and heuristic potential of a g
§ model consisting of six dimensions of teaching styles: the 6idacticg generalist %
? and resea~cher subject strategies, Student response, ambiguity, and warmth, %
g ' These éimensibns weré“thefefore related to students' evaluations of instruction, ;
géneral sense of progress, satisfﬁgti;n with college, and achievement. E
: , ; ' : 7 §
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Data for this investigation came from a ccmprehensiﬁe follow-up study
of 2670 students who took the ACT battery in 1965 and were completing their
second year in 27 two-year colleges in the spring of 1967 (Baird, Richards,
& Shevel, 1969). A comparison of students with and without follow-up data
indicated that the two samples were quite similar. The students represented
a wide range of ability and interests.

The Teaching Style Items and Indices
As part of the follow-up questionnaire, students were asked to respond

to 33 true-false items dealing with teaching practices at their collegss,
as reflected in their own experience. Items were concerned with examinations,
classroom procedures, instructor-student interaction, assigrnments, and instructor
attitudes, as perceived by thé responding students. Typical items included the
following: "Examinations emphasize recall of particular items of information
about the subject," "There is some time given to student discussion in almost
every class period," and "In many classgs, it is hard for a student to know
how well he is doing." |

Ttems were scored to yield scores for the following brief indices,
didactic, generalist, researcher, student response, warmth, and ambiguity. The
indices were short measures (five items for didactic, generalis%, and researcher,

gix items for the other three indices).’

'OTHER VARIABLES

Ratings of the Faculty

Students were asked to form a general overall impression of their teachers

and rate them on their:
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Overall ability as teachers

Knowledge of their subject matter

Ability as counselors or advisors

Ability to stimulate students to think

Ability to stimulate students to do reading in the field beyond class work
~ Ability to make their subject interesting

Students used a four point scale: somewhat inadequate, fairly capable,
very capable, and extremely capable. In addition to individual item scores,
we summed across the rating items to obtain an overall teacher rating score.

Sense of Progress

Five items asked students to indicate whether they felt their college
experience had given them a detailed knowledge of their field, a broad under-
standing and appreciation of their field, a general comprehension of the
philosophies, controversies, and ways of life that influence us today, an
awareness of the needs of their community, and taught them skills and tech-
niques directly applicable to a job.

Gepg;al7Gglleg§”Sat;§fgctign

Students indicated their degree of satisfaction with various aspects of
their college experience on a three point scale: discatisfied, somewhat
satisfied, and very satisfied. The areas covered were preparation for employ-
ment, preparation for further education, quality of teaching, and quality of
social life. HResponses on these items were also summed for an overall satis-
faction score.

College Achievements

A checklist of extracurricular accomplishment yielded scores in the
following areas: ' leadership, social participation, art, social service,
science, business, humanistic cultural activity, music, writing, éocial science,
speech and drama. Eéch scale_cénsigtéd;of lé items ranging from common and
'léss important accomplishments to rare and important ones (Richards, Holland,

& Lutz, 1967). Typical items incluig@:.."Elected as one of the oiiigérs of a
IERJ}:Cléss (freshm&ﬁ; scphomore s etc.) in any year of college," "héd.drawings,

# ' . . "
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photographs, or other art work published in a public newspaper or magazine,"
npeceived a prize or award for a scientific paper or project,'" "conducted
music which was publicly gerformed," "was editor of college paper, annual,
magazine, anthology, etc.," "had one or more leads or minor roles in plays not
produced by my university." A simple scale of recognition for academic attain-
ment was also used., (Information about the development and statistical
properties of these scales is reported in Richards, Holland, & Lutz, 1967)..
Students with high scores on one or more scales are assumed to have attained
a high level of accomplishment which required complex siills, long term
persistence, or originality, and which generally received public recognition.

Each student also reported his overall college grade average, by checking
one of the following alternatives: D or lower, D+, C, C+, B, B+, A or A+,
Scores from 1 to 7 weré assigned so that a high score indicated high grades.
Research by Richards and Lutz (1968) showed that such self-reported grades
correlated .85 with college-reported grades.

Academic Ability

In order to control for academic ability in some of the analyses, the
1965 scores of the students on the ACT Composite were obtained. The ACT
Composite provides a good estimate of students' academic potential
(American College Testing Program, 1965, 1966) .

Statistics '

High, Moderate, and Low scoring groups on each index were éefined
after an inspection of the aistributions of each scale. The cutting scores
were arranged so that, as much as possible, the number of cases in each
grcﬁﬁﬁso def ined were approximately equal. The standard deviations of each
group were-also examined to ensure the appropriateness of analysis of vari-

ance techniques.
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Using group on each index as the independent variable, and the other
variables as dependent variablés, analyses of variance were performed,
following procedures outlined in Winer (1962).

Using the same groups, an analysis of covariance was also performed
with total college grade point average as the criteria and ACT Composite
scores as the covariate. This analysis was carried out +to examine the
relation of the teaching style indices to academié performance, while

controlling for initial academic ability level.

Results

Students!? ratings” of their instructors were strongly related to the
teaching styles of their instructors, as shown in Table 1. (Because of
the many significant results, only the most salient and ovtstanding results
will be discussed in these tables. 1In addition, since the sample size
was so large, a .001 level of significance was vused.) With the exXception
of the didactic score, every teaching style score was significantly related
to all of the instructor ratings. The F-values indicated that ratings of
instructors' ability as counselors or advisors, ability to stimulate stu-
dent% £orthink; énd to do reading'in the field beyond class work were
most strongliy relateﬁix:the generaiist index. Ambiguity was relaﬁed to
lower ratings“on évery item (c: conversely, clarity was related to higher
scores); ambiguity was especlally strongly related to lower ratings of

instructors' ability to make their subject interesting. Curiously,

ratings of instructors' knowledge of their subject matter were most

strongly related to the warmth index,
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The teaching style indices were related to students! sense of progress
in ways which suggest some validity for the indices. Thus, as shown in
Table 2, thé sense of gaining;detailed kgdwledge of the figld was most
strongly related to the styles which, in various ways, emphasize knowledge
of facts and the abiligy to quickly provide answers--the didactic empha-
sizing facts, the researcher emphasizing current knowledge, and student
response requiring that the student be able to respond with an answer.
(The generalist and warmth scales were also significant, but were at a
lower level and are not discussed.) Student response was also strongly
related to the sense of preparation for employment. (Other analyses by

field showed that scores on student response were higher in vocational

-fiélds_)l Perhaps teachers in vocational subjects often schedule class-

room question and answer periods. The results fﬁf'the didéctié scale

could also be due to a greater eﬁphasision detailed facts-in vocational
cuffiguié.ﬁvﬁéwévér, thié explanation'dées not hold for the researcher and
generalist séalés;

Prégréss toward é‘“broad understanding andFappréciétion" of one's
field was appropriately related 0 the gésearcher and‘éénefalist Eéales,:
but waS'alSorfeiatéd‘td:the scales deaiing with:instructcrﬁétudént inter-
action: student response and warmth. iEéfhapé students feéi théy"havé'

an é?éréciation‘of their field when in contact with'inétructofs'ﬁhé

involve them pefsopéliy in the subject mattér. Apparenily'gaiﬁing a

broad underSténaing of the field is difﬁiéulf when instructors'are'ambigu,
ous. Theiéénse'éf‘ééihiﬁg'a géggrél éb@prehéﬁgibn'bf contemporary thought
was most strongly related tcnthe,generaliéf‘scélé;‘és-expeétéasﬁéna the

researcher scale, Which'fefiééﬁs‘eﬁ?hééiswéﬁ'Eufréﬁtwkﬁbwlédgef7 Student

Yo
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response is also ppsitively related to gaining a comprehension of contem-
porary thought while ambiguity is negatively related. The sense of becoming
more aware of the needs of one's community was most strongly related to
the generalist scale, and also strongly related to the researcher scale.
Student response and warmth, again passibiy reflecting personal involve-
ment, were also positively related to this rating.

Teaching sty;e%iwére.also related to students' satisfaction with

many aspects of their college experience as shown in Table 3. Students

felt better prepared for employment when taught by instructors who empha- é
sized their resﬁonses in class (student responae); emphasized current ﬁ
knowledge and the relevance of knowledge in their lives (researcher and é
generalist), who were friendly (warmth), and clear (negative ambiguity). §
Insert Table 3 about here :
By far the strongest relations‘tc satisfaction with the preparation ;
for further education and the quality of teaching Were'negatives with ;
ambiguity . (Or stated conversely, ciarity Wés associated with greater ;
saﬁisfactiqn with teaching and preéaration for further education.) Other- %
WiSe,»E?udeﬁtS séeméd to feél better prepared for further education under ;
the same conditions which were associated with greater satisfaction with ?
preparation for,emplcyment_; Gfeater satisfaction with teaching was ;
aéscciapéd.with frieﬁdly_instruction (warmth) which emphasized the impact
pf-ideas in Fhe lives gf_stﬁdent$ (genéralist). The researcher and stu- ;

denﬁ'respcnse scales were also related to this item.

The influences of teaching-stylesZEEQmed to extend even to satis-

o faction with college social iifé‘aﬁd pvergllﬁ“ﬁjoymeﬁt of the college
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experience. The pattern of greater satisfaction when instruction empha- ;
sized student personal involvement (student response and warmth), emphasis =
on current knowledge and the impact of knowledge (researcher and generalist) /
and clarity (ambiguity) also holds here. /
Academic performance (uncontrolled for academic ability, which we ;
shall examine later) was positively related to warmth, and negatively /

related to didactic or ambiguous teaching styles, as shown in Table k. /

B T T T P Bt E S —

Insert Table ; about here

Teaching styles were generally unrelated to student nonacademic '
(extracurricular) achievement, with thefexceptiOﬁ of the researcher stylé,
related to higher levels of social participation, social service, humayities
achievement and social science achievement, and the didactic style, réiated
to lower levels of humanities achievement and writing achievement. /%he
positive associations of the research scale may be due to higher sgézes
found for students in the humanities and social sciences. The didéctic
emphasis on detailed facts may hinder the more fléxible approach nmeeded
in writing and huﬁanitiés. : ' . . )

The results of the analysis of cévériance déscribed beforé are shown in |
Table 5. When academic ability was conirclled, grédes were'Vérelated to the
didactic, researcher and student réspgnée ind;ces, Wéfé positively rélated %
to the‘genéraiist and warmth indices, aﬁd were negatiVely‘%éléted to the ambi-
guity index. Thus, grades seemed to be;enhéncedvby ffienily instructors
congéfne& with the iﬁﬁéct of their subjgct on the 1i?és of their‘studeﬁts.

Grades seemed to be depressed by vagué;”centradiétory 7nstrﬁctién.

fmmecmmmmo e ceammm————— /

Insert Table 5. about here //
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Discussion

As Snow [(1968) has emphasized, the ultimate goals of research on

teaching are theorinss of teaching and conceptual models for the analysis

of classrocm behavior. Such theories and models should be tried out in

a number of naturalistically varying situvations. They should also deal
with classroom hehavior as part of behavior in general, rather than as a
separate kind of behavior. Finally, they should not deal with behavioral
variables that are so remote as to be unrelated, or so detailed and specific
as to be ungeneralizable. In brief, models should be based on some natu-
ralistic logical structuring of the domain of inquiry.

The model proposed in this paper seems to provide these features, at

least to some extent. The data werecollected in real-life settings--a
Jéample of two-year colleges and students. (Of course, it should also be

tried out in other natﬁralistic settings, and reconsidered and revised

in accord with those studies.) By relating classroom behavior to general
role theory and to studies of such other behavior sebttings as industrial

organizations and graduate schools, the model treats teaching style as.

part of behavior in general. The basis of analysis--teaching style as it
is .received and igterpreted-by students--appears to be a useful approach.

It is not so molecular as to make generalizaticns difficult nor -so global

43 tg‘bé remote from the realities of teaching behavior. Finally, the
model does seem to provide some logical»descfiptive_framework for the area
of tepching behgvigrg_and_gépfbe used to relate different studies in the
area, Ihatwis, thére are,aanumberipizstqdies-that-havg~found results
similar t¢ the present Qne,;which_qan:begplaced in the;present.framework;
For éxam?;e, factors similarJto_thebwagﬁth,diménsion'have,been found by..

SRR b B
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Coffman (1952), Creager (1950), Deshpande, Webb, and Marks (1970), Gibb
(1955), Hall (1970), Ryans (1960), Soloﬁong Bezdeck, & Rosenberg (1963),
and several of these studies found corrslstss or. group differences consistent
! with the present results. Factors simiisr to Student Response have been
found by Deshpande et al. (1970), Hsll»(l??@), Isaacson et al. (1963), and
Isaacson et al. (196l). Factors similar to the generalist and resssrcher
dimensions have been found by Deshpsnds( et al. (1970), Factors analogous
to the didectic dimension have been reported by Goffmsﬁ (1952), Gibb (1955),
Isaacson ot al. (196L), Ryans (1960), and Deshpande et al. (1970). Finally,
factors similar to ambiguity have been identified by Solomon et al. (1963) and
Deshpande et al. (1970) . Of course, these studies have used different samples,
and the factors studied were not ex tlv the same as the present dimensions.
But there seems to be enough consistency, not only in the dimensions
identified but in the -pattern of the rsisticns'of the dimensions, to
suggest some congruity with the present frsmswsrk.

In this study, teaching styles appssred to have pervasive relations t2
students! reactions to their- college sxpsriénses, particularly to their
evaluations of the instruction they 'ﬁsd_rsssivsd! Teaching stylss.slso
seemed to influence scsdsmisipsrformsncs; but were generally unrelated
to extracurricular accomplishments.  Teaching styles therefore appear to
have. considerable educational importance.

There was only slight evidence for ths-differentistisn of some of
the styles. For exsmgls;'slthsugh the’gsnsrslist“index had the highest
relation to the sense of progress items nost relevant to "generalists"--
gaining ‘a.general comprehension sffsontsiporary'ﬁhgughtgssnd becoming
more.awarsiof tthQséds'sf—ons's’communisfa-ths‘Tsssarchsr indsi’had

'rslstlsns nesrly ss hlgh Intersstlngly, ‘the student response scals had

:-.ths hlghsst rslatisns to varlous rat;ngs desl;ng with prspsratlon for

14
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employment, and gaiﬁing a detailed knowledge of the field which would

not seem directly relevant to the index. This result may have been due
to the relatively high scores on this index for students in such fields
as accounting, agriculture, and nursing, where student responses may be
an important part of daily classwork.

The didactic index had few relations with most of the other vari-
ables, except the relevant rating of galnlng a detailed knowledge of the
field. TFurther analysis of the index is needed to see if this lack of
relations is due to defects in the measure, or to the relatively.neutral
character of emphasiziﬁg facts.

The ambiguity scale, in contrast, had negative relations with most
of the ratings. Ambiguity, at least among two-year college students,
appeared to be almost synomnymous with poor teaching. Helated results
have been found among employees in large organizations (Kahn et al.,
196)4) and graduate st’udegts‘(Baird{, 1969). Ambiguity was related to
psychological withdrawal and feelings of stress in those studies.

The results relating the indices to grades suggest that teaching
styles may .be an important variable in elevating or depressing student
achievement, possibly through thelr power to iﬁvolve the student.

Of course, to provide a better Ease;far the present fclEEdeel frame-~
work it would be essential to relata the general perceptions of teaching
styles to specific teacher behaviors, to the characteristics of teachers,

and to- such criteria as gains in achievement and other influences on stu-

jdentg. It would also be useful to attempt tc estimate the influence of

o

‘teachlng styles. When student ;npﬁt, ccllege characterlstlcs, and personal

experlences are contrclled(Astlng 1?70) And partlcularly, the inter-

actlon between student characterlstlcs and the 1niluence of the styles'

e .
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should be studied. These various studies seem logical extensions of the
present results.

In sum, these results provide some support for the moc 'l of teaching
styles outlined at the outset. The indices need further refining to
differentiate the dimensions and test their adequacy in defining the
dimensions, but the results suggest that some dimensions are iaportant
parts of students' classroom experiences. While this study was explora-
tory, it did indicate that students' perceptions of teaching behavior
are related to their satisfaction, sense of progress, and acacunic
achievement. The model probably needs refinement, but it does seem a

useful beginning.

16
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Footnote

;An aﬁalysis wag made of the mean scores on the indices by the ma jor
field in which the respondents were studying. These results, available
upon request from the author, are the basis for a number of comparisons

in the following discussion.
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Table L

F-Values and Direction of Relation Associated with Each Téacﬁihg Style Scale

College GPA
Leadérship Ach.
Social Participation
Art';&chi

Sccial Service
Science Ach.
Business Ach,
Hum_anisﬁic-@ult. Ach.
Music Ach.,

Wriﬁing_ Ach.

Sociél Science Ach.

Speech & Drama Ach,

Didactic Researcher Generalist ISKZZ:: "Warmth Ambiguity.

F_|d F_|d F |d F _F |4 F d

9.684 - 1.12 5.27 . 16 16,534+ | 24,484 -
.46 1.57 1.11 1,82 3.11 1.18
2.26 7.55% + .89 2.42 .80 6.76
2.14 3.94 .15 .18 .95 1.37
.01 9.47H + 2.90 . 98! 1.74 2.42
30 2.18 3.70 3.65 .49 4.04
.88 4.41 .98 3.72 4,14 5.26
8.83% - 11.05% + 1,77 2.26 1,51 .01
1.94 3.20 .83 .55 .92 1.31
7.04% - 4,41 4.72 1.14 1.55 .50
2.81 8.44% + 1.39 . 02 .19 4,29
.52 4,02 .86 .81 .04 .80

d =

¥* significant beyond

(Fy,

direction of relation:

269 10y = 6.91)

.001 level

+ indicates positive,

- negative

e i R ¢
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Teaching Styles by GPA;

- Teaching Style

Didactic
Researcher
Generalist
Student Response
Warmth

Ambiguity
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Table 5

Summary of Analyses

of Covariance:

Adjusted Means and
Standard Deviations

Low __Mod

High

Academic Ability as Covariate

4,13
. 37

4,24
_ -39

4.10
-39

4,09
. 39

4,17
. 39

"~ 4.10
l38

T 4.22
.41

4,01
. 37

4.10
. 40

8.21=*

4.11
. 38

4. 09
. 38

4.22

.41

2.58

4.19
.38

73.92
.36

4.23

.40

13. 68%

4.22 4,00

| .34

.33

3.90
. 34

14,9 1%

d =

direction of relation:

#* significant beyond .0Cl level .

(F . = 6.91)

el
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+ indicates positive,

- negative




